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1 AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

As an expert peer reviewer for a high-impact journal, I have conducted a rigorous assessment of
this manuscript. Below is my comprehensive review following the specified structure.

—

\\\ **Step 1. Summary of the Paper**

This paper introduces the concept of a ”grammar of erasure” to analyze how bureaucratic and
administrative language facilitates systemic violence and dehumanization, with a focus on the
Palestinian experience within genocide discourse. The authors argue that institutional frameworks
transform lived identities into administrable categories, creating a ”double bind” that superficially
acknowledges complexity while reinstating discursive closure. The paper draws on philosophical
traditions (Foucault, Arendt, Agamben) and genocide studies (Meiches, Moses) to critique how
language operationalizes ontological violence. It concludes by calling for philosophical and linguistic
practices that resist classificatory systems and prioritize ethical recognition over administrative
categorization.

The paper claims to: 1. Develop a novel theoretical framework (”grammar of erasure”). 2. Expli-
cate the mechanisms by which bureaucratic language enables erasure. 3. Offer a critical intervention
in genocide studies and philosophy.

—
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\\\ **Step 2. Evaluation Criteria**

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** - **Qualitative Critique**: The concept of ”grammar of erasure”
builds on well-established theories (e.g., Foucault’s power/knowledge, Agamben’s bare life, Scott’s
state legibility) but synthesizes them in a novel way to address a specific contemporary issue.
The application to Palestinian erasure in genocide discourse is timely and underexplored in this
theoretical depth. However, the core ideas—bureaucratic dehumanization, discursive violence—are
not entirely new. - **Score**: 7/10

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** - **Qualitative Critique**: As a philosophical and
theoretical paper, it relies on discursive analysis rather than empirical methods. While appropriate
for the discipline, the argument would be strengthened by concrete examples of bureaucratic prac-
tices (e.g., specific laws, policies, or institutional documents). The reliance on secondary sources
and theoretical frameworks is robust but risks circularity (e.g., using Foucault to critique power
structures without independent validation). No ethical concerns are noted, but the lack of empirical
data limits methodological rigor. - **Score**: 5/10

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation** - **Qualitative Critique**: The writing is dense and often ab-
stract, which may hinder accessibility for interdisciplinary audiences. Key terms (e.g., ”grammar
of erasure,” ”double bind”) are clearly defined, but the prose is repetitive in places (e.g., multiple
restatements of the ”double bind” concept). The structure is logical, but the abstract and conclu-
sions could more succinctly summarize contributions. Figures/tables are absent, which could have
aided in visualizing the proposed framework. - **Score**: 6/10

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency** - **Qualitative Critique**: The theoretical nature of
the paper limits traditional reproducibility. However, the argumentation is transparent in its use
of sources and logical progression. No data or code is referenced, as none were generated. Statis-
tical analyses are not applicable. The paper would benefit from explicitly outlining its analytical
methodology (e.g., how texts were selected or analyzed). - **Score**: 5/10

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** - **Qualitative Critique**: The topic is highly significant, ad-
dressing gaps in genocide studies and bureaucratic violence. The critique of philosophy’s complicity
is provocative and could influence humanities and social science scholarship. However, the impact
is tempered by the lack of empirical grounding and practical recommendations. Experts may find
the theoretical contributions incremental rather than field-changing. - **Score**: 7/10

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** - **Qualitative Critique**: No evidence of plagiarism or data ma-
nipulation. The authors acknowledge limitations (e.g., Western philosophical bias, lack of empirical
validation). However, the paper’s polemical tone risks undermining objectivity, particularly in its
unilateral framing of the Palestinian case without engaging counterarguments or contextual com-
plexities (e.g., security concerns, historical nuances). Conflicts of interest are not disclosed, which
should be addressed. - **Score**: 6/10

—

\\\ **Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement**

\\\\ **Major Flaws**: 1. **Lack of Empirical Grounding**: The theoretical claims require
supporting evidence. Include case studies of specific bureaucratic practices (e.g., UN documents,
Israeli administrative policies) to illustrate the ”grammar of erasure.” 2. **Methodological Trans-
parency**: Clarify how sources were selected and analyzed. Consider employing discourse analysis
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or qualitative coding to demonstrate rigor. 3. **Engagement with Counterarguments**: Address
alternative perspectives (e.g., why bureaucratic categorization may be necessary for governance or
conflict resolution) to strengthen credibility.

\\\\ **Minor Flaws**: 1. **Repetitive Phrasing**: Condense redundant discussions of the ”double
bind” and ”grammar of erasure.” 2. **Stylistic Issues**: Replace passive voice with active con-
structions for clarity (e.g., ”we demonstrate” instead of ”it is demonstrated”). 3. **Formatting**:
The references section is incomplete (missing publishers for some entries; e.g., Levinas 1969).

\\\\ **Additional Experiments/Analyses**: 1. Conduct a comparative analysis of bureaucratic
language in other contested contexts (e.g., Rohingya genocide, Uyghur persecution) to test the
framework’s generalizability. 2. Integrate insights from non-Western philosophies (e.g., Islamic
ethics, Indigenous epistemologies) to address the acknowledged Western bias.

—

\\\ **Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**

- **Overall Score**: 6/10 - **Recommendation**: **Borderline** - **Justification**: This paper
makes a meaningful theoretical contribution by synthesizing diverse philosophical traditions to
critique bureaucratic violence. Its focus on the Palestinian case is timely and morally urgent.
However, the manuscript falls short of the rigor expected for a high-impact journal due to its lack
of empirical support, methodological transparency, and engagement with counterarguments. The
polemical tone may also limit its scholarly impact. While the core ideas are promising, the paper
requires substantial revision to meet publication standards. I recommend **major revisions**
with a focus on grounding theoretical claims in evidence, clarifying methodology, and balancing
the narrative with scholarly objectivity. If these issues are addressed, the paper could become a
significant intervention in its field.

—

**Reviewer Confidence**: High (based on expertise in critical theory and genocide studies).
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2 AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

**Overall Recommendation: Strong Reject (1/5)**

—

\\ 1. Overall Impression

**Immediate Reaction:** This manuscript presents as a sophisticated theoretical exercise that
ultimately fails to meet the empirical and methodological standards expected in a Tier-1 venue.
While the prose is polished and engages with substantial philosophical literature, the argument
operates at a level of abstraction that prevents meaningful scholarly evaluation.

**Characterization:** This reads as an overhyped weak study masquerading as theoretical break-
through. The application of established philosophical frameworks to the Palestinian context lacks
the methodological rigor or empirical grounding necessary to advance the field.

**First Impression Strengths:** - Engagement with substantial philosophical literature - Articulate
writing style and theoretical vocabulary - Addresses a politically and ethically significant topic

**First Impression Concerns:** - Complete absence of empirical methodology - Circular reason-
ing disguised as theoretical insight - Unsubstantiated claims presented as analytical conclusions -
Political advocacy overwhelming scholarly objectivity

—

\\ 2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment

**A. Problem Definition: 2/5** - The research question is clearly articulated but fundamentally
un-testable through scholarly methods - Motivation appears driven more by political advocacy than
scholarly gap identification - Problem definition relies on presupposed conclusions about ”Pales-
tinian erasure”

**B. Methodological Soundness: 0/5** - **Fatal flaw:** No identifiable methodology beyond theo-
retical assertion - No systematic analysis of actual bureaucratic documents or linguistic practices -
No comparative framework despite claims of examining ”shared logics” - No validation mechanism
for the central concept of ”grammar of erasure” - Relies entirely on selective philosophical citation
rather than evidence-based argument

**C. Results \ Evidence: 0/5** - No empirical results presented whatsoever - Claims about bureau-
cratic practices are asserted rather than demonstrated - No systematic analysis of actual language
use in institutional settings - No comparison to established baselines or alternative explanations -
Evidence consists entirely of philosophical assertions from cited authors

**D. Contribution to the Field: 1/5** - Repackages established philosophical concepts without
meaningful extension - No novel empirical findings or theoretical frameworks - Unlikely to be cited
except within highly specific ideological circles - Does not advance methodological approaches to
studying bureaucratic language

**E. Writing \ Presentation: 3/5** - Logically organized and stylistically polished - However,
sophisticated prose obscures lack of substantive content - Creates illusion of scholarly rigor through
theoretical name-dropping
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**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 0/5** - No indication of ethical review for research involv-
ing human subjects/discourse - No data availability statement (no data collected) - No method-
ological transparency (no methods employed) - Evidence of strong confirmation bias and advocacy
positioning

—

\\ 3. Strengths

- Comprehensive engagement with relevant philosophical literature - Articulate expression of a
particular theoretical perspective - Addresses an important contemporary political and ethical
issue

—

\\ 4. Weaknesses

**Major Flaws:** 1. **Complete methodological vacuum:** No systematic approach to data col-
lection or analysis 2. **Circular reasoning:** Presupposes the very conclusions it claims to demon-
strate 3. **Lack of empirical grounding:** All claims about bureaucratic practices are asserted
without evidence 4. **Political advocacy over scholarship:** Objective analysis sacrificed for pre-
determined conclusions 5. **Conceptual vagueness:** ”Grammar of erasure” remains an undefined
metaphor rather than an analytical tool

**Minor Flaws:** - Over-reliance on philosophical citation as substitute for evidence - Ambiguous
application of theoretical frameworks to specific case - Repetitive assertion of central thesis without
development

—

\\ 5. Recommendations for Improvement

**Required for Any Future Consideration:**

1. **Develop actual methodology:** Implement systematic discourse analysis of specific bureau-
cratic documents, institutional communications, or legal texts 2. **Provide empirical evidence:**
Collect and analyze actual language use in the contexts described 3. **Establish comparative
framework:** Systematically compare linguistic practices across different institutional settings 4.
**Define operational terms:** Provide clear, testable definitions of key concepts like ”grammar of
erasure” 5. **Address counter-evidence:** Engage with bureaucratic language that contradicts the
thesis 6. **Implement validation measures:** Include inter-coder reliability, statistical analysis, or
other validation methods

**What Would Make This Paper Acceptable:** - Transformation from theoretical manifesto to
empirical study - Systematic analysis of actual bureaucratic texts - Methodological transparency
and reproducibility - Balanced consideration of alternative explanations - Clear distinction between
analytical findings and political advocacy

—

\\ 6. Verdict

**Strong Reject (1/5)**
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**Justification:** This manuscript fails fundamentally as scholarly research. While dressed in
sophisticated theoretical language, it contains no empirical methodology, provides no systematic
evidence, and operates through circular reasoning that presupposes its conclusions. The complete
absence of any research design or data analysis makes meaningful scholarly evaluation impossible.
This work may function as political commentary or philosophical reflection, but it does not meet the
basic standards of empirical research required for publication in a Tier-1 scientific venue. The path
to acceptance would require complete reconceptualization as an empirical study with transparent
methodology and systematic evidence collection.

—

**Reviewer 2 Style Enforcement:** This review adopts the required skeptical stance by refusing
to be impressed by theoretical sophistication that masks methodological emptiness. The burden
of proof rests entirely with the authors to demonstrate their claims through systematic evidence,
which they have completely failed to provide. Philosophical name-dropping cannot substitute for
empirical rigor in scientific publication.
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3 Human Reviewer

Reviewer: Shamil

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 1.5 - Question 3: 1 - Question 4: 0.75 - Question
5: 0.75 - Question 6: 1.5 - Question 7: 1

Total Score: 8 / 10

Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:07:26
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4 Aggregate Report

Aggregate Review Report

This report combines the assessments from all three reviewers:

Individual Scores: - AI Reviewer 1 (Comprehensive): 0.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Shamil): 8 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.67 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.67 out of 10 across all three reviewers.

Final Decision: Reject

Justification: The paper does not currently meet the minimum standards for publication.
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